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REMARKS 

In response to the Office Action dated November 24, 2009, the assignee of this application, 
Nuance Communications, Inc. respectfully requests reconsideration. To further the prosecution of 
this application, each of the rejections set forth in the Office Action has been carefully considered 
and is addressed below. The application as presented is believed to be in condition for allowance. 

The Office Action rejects each of independent claims 1 and 20-22 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
as purportedly being unpatentable over Harb (7,149,694), and rejects claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as purportedly being obvious over Harb in view of Loring (6,195,641) 1 . For the reasons 
discussed below, each of these rejections is respectfully traversed. 

Independent Claim 1 

Claim 1 is directed to a method comprising, inter alia, "automatically generating a grammar 
and a speech dialog for each managed system using its corresponding system speech profile, 
wherein the speech dialog for each managed system includes at least one audio prompt that is 
played in response to accessing, via the telephony interface, at least one of the voice-enabled 
capabilities of its corresponding managed system." 

Harb fails to disclose or suggest automatically generating a speech dialog that includes at 
least one audio prompt that is played in response to accessing, via a telephony interface, a voice- 
enabled capability of a managed system. 

In the system of Harb, a user (e.g., an administrator) may select an application to voice 
enable (col. 7, lines 37-47). In response, the system of Harb generates a representation of the User 
Interface (UI) objects in that application, which may include screens, views, applets, and fields (col. 
7, lines 48-53; col. 8, lines 59-65). The system then renders this representation in a visually 
displayed selection tree, shown in Figure 13, from which the administrator may select which views, 
applets, and fields he or she would like to provide grammar update support for (col. 9, lines 10-21 
and lines 44-50). In response to the administrator selecting certain UI objects from the displayed 



1 On page 5, lines 1-2, the Office Action states that claim 5 is rejected solely in reliance on Harb. However, the 
subsequent discussion of the rejection of claim 5 appears to rely on a combination of Harb and Loring. Thus, the 
assignee assumes that the statement on page 5, lines 1-2 is an oversight and that claim 5 is rejected in reliance on the 
asserted combination of Harb and Loring. If this understanding is incorrect, clarification is respectfully requested. 
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selection tree, the system generates an extensible style sheet (XSLT) (col. 9, lines 59 - col. 10, line 
27). 

On page 3, the Office Action appears to assert that this generated XSLT is an automatically 
generated speech dialog that includes at least one audio prompt that is played in response to 
accessing, via the telephony interface, at least one of the voice-enabled capabilities of its 
corresponding managed system. The assignee respectfully disagrees. 

The XSLT of Harb is not a speech dialog and does not include any audio prompts. Rather, 
the XSLT is used to determine what data should be returned from the enterprise system to a voice 
application in response to a grammar update request generated by the voice application (col. 2, lines 
30-34; col. 17, lines, line 56 - col. 18, line 1 1). That is, when a grammar update request is received, 
the XSLT is used to filter out data that does not pertain to "grammar-update" enabled fields so that 
only data that is related to grammar update enabled fields is returned to the voice application and 
used to update the grammar database (col. 3, lines 29-32; col. 11, lines 6-12 and 31-36; Figs. 14A- 
C). 

The XSLT does not include a speech dialog. Though the system of Harb includes a 
telephony interface via which a user may issue voice commands to an enterprise data system, Harb 
is silent as to how any speech dialog that is employed in receiving commands over the telephony 
interface is generated and certainly does not say that such a speech dialog is generated 
automatically. 

As such, claim 1 patentably distinguishes over Harb, and it is respectfully requested that the 
rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) be withdrawn. 

Independent Claims 21 and 22 

Independent claim 21 is directed to at least one computer readable medium encoded with 
instructions that, when executed on a computer system, perform a method comprising, inter alia, 
"automatically generating a grammar and a speech dialog for each managed system using its 
corresponding system speech profile, wherein the speech dialog for each managed system includes 
at least one audio prompt that is played in response to accessing, via the telephony interface, at 
least one of the voice-enabled capabilities of its corresponding managed system." 
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Independent claim 22 is directed to a computer system for administering a plurality of 
managed systems in a managed network comprising at least one controller that, inter alia, 
"automatically generates a grammar and a speech dialog for each managed system using its 
corresponding system speech profile, wherein the speech dialog for each managed system includes 
at least one audio prompt that is played in response to accessing, via the telephony interface, at least 
one of the voice-enabled capabilities of its corresponding managed system." 

As should be appreciated from the discussion above, each of claims 21 and 22 patentably 
distinguishes over Harb, as the system of Harb does not automatically generate any speech dialog. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the rejection of each of claims 21 and 22 under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(e) be withdrawn. 

General Comments On Dependent Claims 

In addition, each of the dependent claims not specifically addressed above depends directly 
or indirectly from one of the independent claims. For reasons described in detail above, each of the 
independent claims patentably distinguishes over the references and each of these dependent claims 
distinguishes over the references at least based on its dependency. Accordingly, for at least the 
foregoing reasons, it is respectfully requested that the rejection of each of the dependent claims be 
withdrawn. 

Because each of the dependent claims depends from a base claim that is believed to be in 
condition for allowance, the assignee believes that it is unnecessary at this time to argue the 
allowability of each of the dependent claims individually. However, for the dependent claims not 
addressed individually above, the assignee does not necessarily concur with the interpretation of 
these claims as set forth in the Office Action, nor does the assignee concur that the basis for the 
rejection of any of the dependent claims is proper. 
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CONCLUSION 

A Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. The Examiner is requested to call the 
undersigned at the telephone number listed below if this communication does not place the case in 
condition for allowance. 

If this response is not considered timely filed and if a request for an extension of time is 
otherwise absent, the assignee hereby requests any necessary extension of time. If there is a fee 
occasioned by this response, including an extension fee, that is not covered by an enclosed check, 
please charge any deficiency to Deposit Account No. 23/2825 under Docket No. N0484.70561US00 
from which the undersigned is authorized to draw. 

Dated: December 10, 2009 Respectfully submitted, 

Nuance, Communicatiolns, Inc. 

ScotfJ. Gerwrn 

Registration No.: 57,866 

Richard F. Giunta 

Registration No. : 3 6, 1 49 

WOLF, GREENFIELD & SACKS, P.C. 

Federal Reserve Plaza 

600 Atlantic Avenue 

Boston, Massachusetts 02210-2206 

617.646.8000 
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